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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 29 July 2010 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

In response to applicant's arguments that Newton et al. does not monitor the 
hydraulic flowrate of the pump, the examiner points to points to the abstract which 
clearly states "Further, the flow rate may be corrected to the desired rate". 

In response to applicant's argument regarding claims 16 and 23 and determining 
the electromotive force, the examiner points to page 5 lines 18-20 of the Final Office 
action mailed 08 June 2010 which states that out that electromotive force has a 
measurement in volts, which Newton et al. discloses (col. 2, line 61 - col. 3, line 9). 

In response to applicant's arguments regarding claims 17 and 24, the examiner 
points to page 4 lines 7-13 of the Final Office action mailed 08 June 2010 which states 
that regarding claims 17, Hofsaess et al., as modified, do not disclose the monitoring of 
the power consumption of the motor to determine the hydraulic delivery rate, however, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to monitor the power 
consumption to determine the hydraulic delivery rate instead of monitoring the voltage. 
The examiner notes that power consumption and voltage are proportionally related, and 
one of ordinary skill in the art would choose what to monitor based on convenience. 

In response to applicant's arguments that no regarding claims 18 and 25, the 
examiner points to page 6 lines 1-3 of the Final Office action mailed 08 June 2010 
which states that in response to applicant's argument regarding determining the 
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rotational speed of the pump, the examiner points to col. 5, lines 5-9 of Hofsaess et al., 
and col. 2, line 61 - col. 3, line 9 of Newton et al. 



